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IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, MONDAY, APRIL 18, 1994, 6:35 P.M.

x % % % % % Xk *

MR. NOLAN JENSEN: Okay. We’d like to
welcome you all out tonight, ladies and gentlemen, to
our public meeting for a couple of the INEL
environmental restoration programs.

My name is Nolan Jensen, and I work at
DOE here at INEL. And we’ve got two projects tonight
that we’re going to be discussing, and our meetings
here have two basic purposes. One, of course, is to
just provide information to you all and hopefully
give you enough understanding about the projects that
you can ask questions or provide comments if you
would like to. The other key reason for this meeting
is to allow you an opportunity to provide comment if
you would like to. So, as you’ll notice, we have a
court reporter here for that purpose later.

Again, we have two projects tonight.
One of them is titled Organic Contamination in the
Vadose Zone at the Radioactive Waste Management
complex. I know that’s a mouthful, but the
presenters will explain a little bit more what that

-- what that project is about.
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The other project is the Naval Reactors
Facility Industrial Waste Ditch and Landfills, and
that will be the second subject that we’ll talk about
tonight.

Also as an aside, there are two cther
things going on in conjunction with these meetings.
One of them is our semiannual briefings. Every six
months or so, we go out and give just a general
status update about the whole program in general.

And if any of you were at center court out here in
the mall, you saw some posters associated with that
semiannual briefing. And in six months, we’re
expecting to do another one that will emphasize more
of the waste management parts of INEL, that program,
in addition to just environmental restoration.

Also as an aside, the Naval Reactors
Facility has two other projects cut. They’re called
removal actions. Those are smaller cleanup type
projects. They’re not part of the meeting tonight,
but there is a comment period on those going on. And
we have some fact sheets. I assume they’re outside.
They look like this. And if you want some
information on that, you can talk to the presenters
tonight or look at that fact sheet.

Also, I forgot to mention for the
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semiannual briefings, there’s a Citizen’s Guide that
was put out to give you information on the program in
general.

Okay. Like I said, we’ll do the
meeting almost like two separate meetings. The first
part of the meeting will talk about the Organic
Contamination in the Vadose Zone, and what we’ll do
is we’l1l have a presentation by a couple of the
project managers that’ll last about ten or fifteen
minutes, and then we’ll have a question-and-answer
period at the end of that. Then we’ll have a quick
break while we set up for a formal comment period.
And during that comment period, then we’ll formally
take comments and they’ll be recorded by the court
reporter.

We are in the -- within a thirty-day
comment period for both of these projects. The first
project that we’ll be discussing, the comment period
ends at the end of this month on April 30th, and the
other, the second project about the Naval Reactors
Facility, ends on May 12th.

And also, if you -- tonight, like I
said, we’ll provide an opportunity for you to give
comments, but any time during the public comment

period, you can provide written comments. And on the
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proposed plans, also that are out back, there is a
preaddressed, postage paid comment sheet. So if
you’d like to pick up one of these, you can subnit
this comment sheet any time during that comment
period. And also, those comments will be formally
responded to in a Responsiveness Summary, a written
Responsiveness Summary.

And in a few months, there’ll be a
Record of Decision that comes out formally making a
decision on the cleanup, and that Record of Decision
will have the written responses to your comments in
it so you can see how they were addressed.

Okay. We want to keep this relatively
informal, so if during a presentation if you have a
quick clarification question, go ahead and ask the
presenters. If it’s a longer question, we might ask
that you save it until the end for the
question-and-answer period.

And if you have any questions on topics
that aren’t related to tonight’s projects, can we
give those to you, Reuel?

MR. REUEL SMITH: Yes.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. There’s Reuel Smith
in the back and he can answer other questions about

other things like -- I don’t know. We have an EIS,
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an Environmental Impact Statement, that’s in
process. Any other -- any other questions you might
have, you might focus those to Reuel.

Okay. Also, Department of Energy is
partners, if you will, with the Division of
Environmental Quality here in the state of Idaho and
also with the Environmental Protection Agency in the
agreement that we signed to do our cleanup projects.
And we have representatives from both of those
agencies tonight.

So Linda? Linda Meyer is here from
EPA. If you’d like to say something, we’ll give you
a minute.

MS. LINDA MEYER: Thank for your
interest in the projects. I’m glad to see this
turnout based on the weather. But I guess we kind of
take the team approach, and we all have agreed ~- or
reviewed the technical information that’s in the
administrative record and have reached these
consensus decisions. So we’re here tonight
supporting these proposals that are being presented.
I‘'m representing both of the projects this evening,
so if you have any questions from our agency’s
perspective, I’d be happy to answer those.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you.
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Who should I talk «~ do you want to
introduce anyone? Daryl, are you the right guy? Or
Margie?

This is Margie English from Division of
Environmental Quality.

MS. MARGIE ENGLISH: I’m the state
representative working with the NRF project. I guess
I’d 1like to introduce a couple of my co-workers also
from the state. Dave Hovland, who’s the technical
supervisor. He’s been real active in some of the
evaluation work that we’ve done over the past year.
Jeff Fromm, who is our toxicologist and helps to
evaluate the sites from a risk point of view. And
Gary Winter, who is our hydrogeologist.

Again, I want to welcome you here.
We’re very glad you came. The state really
encourages public participation in this process, not
only at this meeting but through the decision-making
process in the INEL environmental restoration.

And we’ve worked real hard over the
past year both with EPA and DOE to evaluate the sites
that you’re going to hear discussed tonight. The
preferred alternatives that you will hear are the
ones that are currently favored by our agencies, but

we want to emphasize that the actual decisions for
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any c¢leanup have not been made yet and will not be
made until the close of the public comment period and
that we will take your comments and we’ll use them to
help -- to help come to our decision on what the
final decision regarding remediation will be at these
sites.

And once again, I just want to thank
you for coming and please encourage you to make
comments and to ask any questions while you’re here.
Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: Thanks, Margie.

Okay. Before we introduce the first
project, though, in order to help this perhaps go a
little bit more quickly and be more understandable,
there is one concept that I’m going to introduce
right now, and that is the concept of risk and how
we’re going to present that tonight.

If you look over here, we’ve developed
this chart to explain risk. Now, we talk about risk
in a couple of ways. One is when we go out and look
at the sites that are potentially contaminated sites,
we do a risk assessment basically to find out if
there is a problem that needs to be cleaned up and
then alsc in terms of what is the best cleanup method

for reducing that risk.
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So there are a couple of things I want
to mention really quickly, and we’ll be using this
chart for both of the projects, so I want to
introduce it quickly.

The first one is carcinogenic risk, and
basically that’s in reference to contaminants that
are potential carcinogens or cancer-causing agents.
And the Environmental Protection Agency has come up
with an acceptable risk range in the case of
carcinogens, and what this is, it’s expressed in
terms of probability of contracting cancer, and
basically the risk range goes from one in ten
thousand to one in a million individuals. So
essentially what this says is if you had -- I guess
in this case, if you had ten thousand people exposed
to the environment that we are assessing, you would
expect that perhaps one of those people would
contract cancer. So this range is what we’re going
to be referring to tonight. And so also, if you’re
within this range or below it, that would mean that
that’s within the acceptable limits. If you’re above
it, then you’re getting out of it.

For noncarcinogenic risk, it’s
expressed in terms of a hazard index. Now, in this

type of risk, what we’re talking about is health
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effects other than cancer-causing. For example, a
contaminant might cause liver damage or kidney damage
or have some other health effect. That’s expressed
in terms of a hazard index, and it doesn’t -- there’s
no risk range as there was for carcinogenic risk, but
there’s a hazard index of one established. And what
that reference point says is that if you’re below a
hazard index of one, we’re fairly certain that there
is no chance that anyone would have that potential
health effect. As you get above one, the certainty
that that effect won’t happen decreases. So the
farther you get above one, the more potential that
you have of having a health effect.

So any questions on that? As we get
intc it tonight, hopefully this will be a little more
clear, but I just wanted to introduce this concept.

Any questions?

Yes, John.

AUDIENCE: I think it might be helpful
if you said the acceptable risk means if one
additional person in ten thousand gets cancer. 1In
other words, out of ten thousand people, U.S.
experience is two thousand would get cancer anyway,
but we’ll accept this risk if instead of two

thousand, two thousand and one persons get cancer.

11
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MR. JENSEN: That’s correct. Very
good. Thank you.

Okay. I’ll go ahead and introduce our
first speakers tonight, then. First of all, we’ll
hear from Patti Kroupa, who’s the DOE project
manager, and then Patti will be introducing Amy
Lientz, also who will be a presenter tonight.

Patti?

MS. PATTI KROUPA: Thank you, Nclan.

I’m going to go ahead and talk about --
give you a little background on the history of the
contamination and basically why we’re here today
remediating the project, and then Amy’s going to talk
a little bit about the remedial investigation results
and the risk assessment, and then I’11 come back and
talk about the feasibility study of the alternatives
that we looked at and our recommendation that we’re
looking for your comments on on our proposed remedial
action.

And so the area that we’re talking
about is the Radioactive Waste Management Complex.
It’s located in the southwestern portion of the
INEL. We commonly refer to this as Waste Area Group
7. It’s one of several remediation projects that are

going on right now at the INEL. The state has the

12
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primary oversight responsibility for Waste Area Group
7.

When we talk about the vadose zone,
we’re talking about the ground surface all the way
down to the water table, which is about 585 feet.

The vadose zone is a geological term for -- and this
is one part of the vadose zone. This is what we call
volcanic basalt. This is a sample of what we
encountered drilling -- or monitoring wells last
summer, and so I’ll pass this around.

What has happened is over time, there
were drums that were placed in all of these pits of
volatile organics, which are things like carbon
tetrachloride, chloroform, things that are commonly
used as degreasers. Well, it went into these pits in
drums, and then over time, from say 1966 to 1970, is
when it was active. And then over time, what we
found was that these drums had deteriorated causing
these gases to escape into the subsurface. So I’ll
go ahead and pass this around.

We also have in the subsurface two
interbeds, one at the 110 and one at the 240, and
they’re acting as barriers of migration in retarding
the migration because of the geological material

they’re composed of, sandy silts and sand. And this

13
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was a sample taken from the 110-foot interbed.

Okay. I think that’s about it for the
background. 1’11 go ahead and turn it over to Amy.

MS. AMY LIENTZ: In August of 1991, we
initiated the remedial investigation, and the purpose
was to determine the nature and the extent of the
contamination within the vadose zone. And through
extensive sampling, which included sampling of the
groundwater, perched water, soils, vapor, and air, we
determined that the contaminants were primarily
concentrated within this area right here. This is
right above the 110-foot interbed which Patti
explained to you.

The results also indicated that the
contamination is moving both laterally and
vertically, and vertically meaning both upwards and
downwards, but primarily down. And as it’s moving
down, like Patti explained, the interbeds are slowing
the contaminants towards the aquifer. So currently
right now the contamination in the aquifer is below
state and federal drinking water standards.

We have five contaminants of concern,
and the primary contaminant of concern that we are
seeing in the highest concentration is carbon

tetrachloride, and that’s typically found in your

14
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solvents and paint thinners. 1In addition to that,
we’ve got other contaminants that are found in
degreasers and used cils, and that includes
1,1,1-trichloroethane, tetrachloroethylene, and
trichloroethylene.

In addition to the sampling that we
conducted, we also conducted a treatability study on
vapor extraction technology. And we wanted to do a
treatability study on this technology because, one,
we knew that it was working very successfully at
other sites with similar contamination problems, but
what we did not know was did it work in the unique
subsurface characteristics that we were finding at
the INEL and would it work at extracting our five
contaminants of concern.

Well, a large part of that study was
conducted last summer from March until September, and
it was quite successful. We had an extraction well
through the heart of the contamination, and it did
work successfully at not only pulling contaminants
from this zone, but as far as out as 450 feet.

So with this new information that we
gathered from the treatability study and with the
information that we obtained during the sampling

events associated with the remedial investigation, we

15
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conducted a fate and transport model. And a fate and
transport model is a computer-simulated program that
aids us in the risk assessment by telling us what our
peak concentrations are, in our case, to the
atmosphere and to the groundwater.

The modeling results indicated that the
contaminants to the atmosphere have already peaked
and concentrations are since decreasing with time,
and the contaminants in the aquifer will peak in
approximately 77 years. And the contaminant that
will peak in the highest concentration is carbon
tetrachloride, and carbon tetrachloride will peak at
about 125 parts per billion, and the maximum
concentration level for carbon tetrachloride is 5
parts per billion.

So after we did the fate and transport
modeling, we moved on to the risk assessment. And
let me move on from here.

The risk assessment helps us determine
what the current and future potential risks are to
human health. And we evaluated varying time frames
from 1992 until the year 2121, and we locked at three
different locations. We looked at a location at 200
meters right at the SDA, the Subsurface Disposal Area

boundary, at 500 meters just off of the boundary, and

16
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at the INEL southern boundary, which is at 5,200
meters. And we looked at an individual that is
engaged in two different types of activities, and
that included a worker and it included a resident.
For a worker, we assumed that a worker
would be living within this -- or not be living, but
be working in this area within the next hundred
years, and during that time that the Department of
Energy is operating and maintaining this site, there
would be certain controls and restrictions in place
that would prevent the use -- the use of contaminated
groundwater. 8o therefore, because that use of
contaminated groundwater is being prevented, we see
few pathways associated with the worker. The
pathways include the inhalation of organic
contaminants through the vadose zone to the
individual while they’re both indoors and outdoors.
For a resident, we assumed a resident
could potentially be living in this zone here, the
5,200 meter location. Although they’re not living
there now, we assumed they could potentially be
living there after 100 years. After DOE is operating
and maintaining this site, they could live anywhere
within this area, but the restrictions and controls

would not be in place that would prevent use of
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contaminated groundwater. So that explains why we
see more pathways associated with the resident.
Those main pathways are inhalation of vapors, dermal
contact of the vapors, and ingestion of vapors while
the individual is indoors and outdoors.

So with that, what are our risks to the
worker and to the resident. For a worker, assuming
again the pathway being the inhalation of vapors and
assuming that the individual was within this 200
meter zone, we showed a -- I’m going to go back to
this chart real quick since you’re now familiar with
it -- we showed a carcinogenic risk -- we showed an
acceptable carcinogenic risk that fell right in this
area here, six in one hundred thousand. For a
worker, we did show a hazard index that fell above
the acceptable range at two here.

For a resident that could potentially
be living here at the 200 meter location and at the
500 meter location during the time frame after that
100-year control period, we did show a carcinogenic
risk that fell outside of the acceptable range, and
that was two in ten thousand, which falls
approximately right here. And for the
noncarcinogenic hazard index associated with that

resident, the hazard index ranged from three to
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seven, depending on the location of that individual
and the time frame. So the maximum range to that was
at seven here,

For a resident at the 5,200 meter
location through the pathway of use of contaminated
groundwater, the -- there was a carcinogenic risk,
but that fell in the same range that we saw for the
other resident at two in ten thousand, and a hazard
index that fell this time at five for that
individual.

So in summary of risks, we did show
potential risk to both the worker and to the
resident. So with knowing that, we knew that we had
to look at alternatives that would minimize that
risk. And ways to minimize that risk include to
extract and treat those contaminants, destroy those
contaminants in place, or contain those contaminants
in place.

So with that, I’'m going to turn it back
to Patti to explain to you our alternatives that we
have devised that meet this criteria.

MS. KROUPA: During the feasibility
study, we looked at several alternatives, and they
were pretty much narrowed down to four alternatives

that we carried through a detailed analysis.
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The first alternative, which is pretty
much your baseline alternative, which is the No
Action where you would simply leave all the
contaminants in place, there would be no attempt to
extract or treat, and over time, they would end up
migrating to the aguifer. You would continue with
groundwater monitoring and soil vapor monitoring to
look at their rate of movement. And that cost would
be about $4 million.

The next alternative would be a
containment where you would put some form of a cap
over 88 acres. And the contaminants would remain in
place. You would reduce any infiltration of surface
water, but the contaminants, since they’re already in
the subsurface, would continue to migrate. That had
a cost of $43.3 million, and we screened that
alternative out because we didn’t think that it was
effective in stopping the migration of the organic
plume.

The next alternative, which is the
preferred alternative and the one we’re recommending
to you tonight, and that is where the organic vapors
would be physically extracted and treated. And we
are proposing that this be done in phases because

it’s a complicated subsurface and we’re not quite
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sure how long it will take and we want to maintain
flexibility in being able to see that it’s the best
system and it’s also cost effective. That cost is
$12 million to $32.4 million, depending on how long
you run the system.

The next alternative is an enhancement
of Alternative 2 where you would heat the soil
through radio frequency and that would enhance the
volatilization of the organics. And that cost was
$59.9 million, which we thought that we could receive
the same amount of removal and protection and it
would not cost as much.

So this is coming back to the preferred
alternative. What we’re proposing to do is to place
in the first phase five additional extraction wells
in the areas that we know are sources based on our
so0il gas surveys and our soil and vapor monitoring.
And then we would have ten monitoring wells so that
we could evaluate the effectiveness of the system.
And we’re thinking right now that because of the
complexity that we want to start with the first
phase, which would be two years. And then again, we
would continue to monitor, to measure the
effectiveness of the systen.

The gases would be coming in through an

21
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extraction well, and then we’re looking at catalytic
oxidation, which is appealing because it’s waste
minimization. The contaminants would be destroyed on
site.

And we will look at other treatment
alternatives as we go through the remedial design
process, but right now we’re looking at this to be
the preferred treatment for the off-gases.

So that’s basically it in a nutshell.
I’11 turn it back over to Nolan.

We’re looking for public comments by
April 30th, and then we’re hoping that we’ll have a
decision on the remedy by November. So thank you.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Thanks, Patti.

You were very good. You didn’t ask any
questions. But now we’re going to actually have a
question-and-answer period, so I’m going to get Patti
and Amy to come back up. And if you have any
questions, just raise your hand. 1I’ll keep this
really informal. We’ll run that up to 20, 30 minutes
if we need to, and then we’ll take a quick recess
again and come back for the formal comment period.

So any questions?

MS. LIENTZ: No questions? Must have

been a straightforward presentation, right?
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Do you like it? Do you like the
preferred alternative or --

MR. JENSEN: You really want questions,
don’t you?

MS. LIENTZ: There’s one.

AUDIENCE: Are there any other means of
soil heating being examined other than radio
frequency such as putting a borehole down and running
a turbojet engine or something that can press air and
heat it and then blow it through the area where your
vapor extraction is?

MS. KROUPA: Chris, did we loock at any
other ones?

MR. CHRIS HAMEL: My name is Chris
Hamel. I’m with Dames and Moore, and I assist EG&G
and DOE with some of the evaluation of alternatives,

We looked at several innovative
approaches for enhancing recovery of the vapors, but
we focused on radio frequency heating because it
seemed to us to be the most cost effective. Blowing
warm air down into the subsurface would be more
difficult to contrel and we may run the risk of
actually dispersing the contaminants to an extent
that it would be more difficult for us to recover

them with something like that. We evaluated several
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other technologies, though.

AUDIENCE: One other item on this. All
this is predicated on the current plume that you have
and cleaning it up or having the existing amount of
contaminants migrate, but there’s still drums out
there with additional material. 1Is that factored
into this -- the rate of deterioration of the drums,
is that what we’re seeing into the next century, that
we’re going to assume they’re going to leak as well,
or is there any kind of rebarreling or remediation of
the existing stored items so that we don’t get
continued leakage?

MS. KROUPA: We have several other
investigations going on that will -- you might say
that we’re addressing the secondary source, and we do
have several investigations that will alleviate the
source. One is Pit 9, which is -- you may be
familiar with it. 1It’s excavation and retrieval.
Also, there’s an entire remedial investigation
planned for the entire SDA, and that’ll loock at
cources as well. So there are other plans to deal
with the primary sources.

MS. LIENTZ: And we did factor in the
deterioration of the drums associated with that.

AUDIENCE: So the plans and the costs

24
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that you’re looking at are basically if they remain
in place and continue to leak. These other
remediation projects that you’re looking at would
only enhance the project of getting rid of the
source, then?

MS. KROUPA: Right.

MS. LIENTZ: Go ahead. Who have we got
here, Nolan?

MR. JENSEN: O©Okay. I saw Jack first,
so I’11 let him go.

AUDIENCE: Did you consider using the
natural breathing system of change of barometric
pressure to use that as a motor to drive the vapors
out and collect them at the surface?

MS. KROUPA: We were looking at passive
venting systems for that part of the phased approach
in keeping flexibility. I think it’s felt right now
that the contamination is significant enough that it
would require physical extraction. During the
treatability study that we ran last year, we had
pretty high concentrations, as high as two or three
thousand parts per million.

AUDIENCE: Has anyone seen how much a
well can exhale when there’s a barometric low? Have

you -- we’ve demonstrated that a lot. I wonder if
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you’ve looked at that.

MS. LIENTZ: Right. There was a study,
and I think Jeff knows a little bit about that, a
barometric pressure study that was done.

MR. JEFF SONDRUP: Wayne Downs is
looking at that currently and just collecting data in
the open borehole to see how much it breathes. He’s
just measuring air flow right now, not contaminant
concentrations.

MR. JENSEN: Could you speak a little
louder, Jeff?

MR. SONDRUP: Okay. I’'m sorry. My
name, by the way, is Jeff Sondrup with EG&G, and I
did the fate and transport modeling for the OCVZ
project, and I think Jack brings up a very important
point. Changes in barometric pressure naturally --
well, those will cause the air in the vadose zone to
move, and that is a potential venting mechanism to
bring those contaminants out of the ground and up
into the air and into the atmosphere.

We’re looking at that, but we do know
that this venting has been -- whatever venting occurs
has been going on since these things were placed in
the ground almost 30 years, and still we have a large

amount of contaminants down at a hundred feet and we
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have contaminants in the aquifer. And so natural
venting without enhancement through wells placed in
the ground has not served to decrease the
contaminants such that we wouldn’t have a problem.
AUDIENCE: Jeff, I was assuming that
you would use the wells you have and, instead of
extracting, to use them in the natural venting
system. Of course, the well is a short circuit for
this volume of air that will go in. You’d have to
have a valve system that would prevent the barometric
high from injecting air down into the well. And then
when you have a barometric low, it would exhale out
the well and you’d be surprised at the volume you can
get out of there. But I realize the natural layered
system of the RWMC would be a much slower process.
MR. SONDRUP: We’re looking at that.
One of the problems, though, is where you get the
kind of venting I think that we need to remediate and
take care of this problem would require a great
number of wells, and then with each well, you’d have
to have a treatment system or some way to capture the
vapors from each well and then treat those, and I
think it becomes very costly. We need some kind of
mechanism to draw those out with a fewer number of

wells and a fewer number of treatment systems.
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MR. JENSEN: Mr. Tanner, and then in
the back.

AUDIENCE: Well, if you did go to this
well extraction method and vapor did come out, would
it be above the emission limits or could it be
allowed to simply vent it?

And the other question, you said that
in spite of the natural processes, the concentration
has been increasing in the soil, but I assume that’s
because the sources are still there. Have you
considered a combination of this natural venting with
removal of the sources?

MS. KROUPA: We are considering the
natural venting and we are looking at that for
subsequent phases.

AUDIENCE: In combination with removal
of source?

MS. KROUPA: Uh-huh. That’s why we
want to -- our goal is to maintain flexibility to see
how the subsurface will react and to be flexible in
the types of things that we’re doing.

MR. JENSEN: He had a two-part question
on the venting. Did you answer that?

MR. SONDRUP: The concentration to be

over the emission limits?
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MR. JENSEN: Was your guestion can we
just suck out the vapors and then vent them to the
atmosphere? Was that the question?

AUDIENCE: VYes. Either suck them out
and vent them or let them come out naturally through
these wells and then let that vent, either way.

MR. SONDRUP: If we naturally vent the
wells, would concentrations exceed air quality
emission regulations? I believe the answer to that
is yes.

AUDIENCE: Thank you,.

MR. JENSEN: Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE: I believe you indicated that
taking no action would result after a period of 77
years of concentrations 25 times acceptable levels at
the aquifer; is that correct?

MS. LIENTZ: Correct, ves.

AUDIENCE: If you do Alternative Number
2, what results do you expect in terms of peaking
contamination at the aquifer and at what levels? In
other words, what percentage of extraction will
occur?

MS. LIENTZ: Do we know that, the
percentage of extraction that would occur?

AUDIENCE: Or reduction of risk.
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MS. LIENTZ: Chris Hamel.

MR. HAMEL: Well, I guess what we had
as a target was what we call the preliminary
remediation goals, and those are outlined in a fair
amount of detail in the Proposed Plan, and those
translate to concentrations of these organic
contaminants in the vadose zone. So the modeling
supports -- if we can clean up to these preliminary
remediation goals, the modeling supports the fact
that we will not exceed the five parts per billion
MCL, for instance, for carbon tetrachloride.

So that’s what we’re targeting in terms
of cleanup. And operating Alternative 2 will
continue so we can achieve those remediation goals,
those concentrations in the vadose zone.

MR. JENSEN: By the way, the Proposed
Plan that he was talking about -- where did Reuel
go? I believe there’s some outside on the table.
They lock like this.

Any other questions? Yes.

AUDIENCE: As I remember, it seemed
like most of the organics from Rocky Flats came here
over a three- or four-year period. It seemed like --
the statement was made that they’re in all the pits,

and I don’t think that’s a correct statement.
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MS. KROUPA: We did do soil gas
surveys, and we did find that there were some
sources. This is part of the 1992 study.

AUDIENCE: I don’t think they were in
all the pits.

AUDIENCE: But, Jack, have you lcooked
at the picture up there? Those are the pits that we
suspected the organics were placed in, just those
pits, not all the pits.

AUDIENCE: As I remember, the highest
concentration was over a two- or three-year period
that was brought here from Rocky Flats.

MS. KROUPA: It’s primarily Rocky
Flats.

AUDIENCE: ‘66 to '70, yes,.

AUDIENCE: So I don’t think you have to
dig up all the pits to get the soil study. You can
concentrate your effort perhaps more in the
infiltration wells.

AUDIENCE: Patti, maybe it would be a
good idea for Jeff to explain why we think the rate
of migration of contaminants from the source has
peaked and it’s decreasing so we should be
concentrating more on the vadose zone and less on the

pits in terms of organics.
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MR. SONDRUP: Sure. What we’re talking
about here is that there have been some studies at
the Subsurface Disposal Area to look at how -- to
retrieve drums or look at the condition of drums that
have been buried for a certain number of years. And
those studies have told us that after -- well, one of
the data points says that after about 20 years, 80
percent of the drums have failed or deteriorated in
some manner such that the contaminants could be
released or get into the subsurface environment.

Therefore, using that information or a
model, most of the contaminants -- the bulk of the
carbon tet, the trichloroethylene and these
contaminants -- have escaped their original
containers, and that’s what the assumption is. And
therefore -- and that’s evidenced -- evidenced, 1
think, by the fact that the bulk of the contamination
is not near the source or near the pits but is down
100 feet, 80 feet below the pits. And therefore --
and the problem, the hundred and some odd parts per
billion in the aquifer that was predicted to happen
in 77 years is mainly a result of the contamination
that is in the vadose zone and not in the pits, in
drums that still remain intact.

MR. JENSEN: Also, I might mention just

32




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

briefly, I don’t know if you‘ve heard about it,
another project that’s ongoing is the Pit 9 project,
and that one was out to public comment about a year
ago probably, and that project is dealing just with
this pit right here and looking at going in and
extracting the source of the contaminants out of that
pit. So we are looking at that as well.

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE: I notice we have involvement
with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
and so on. If a lot of this stuff came from
Colorado, what is Colorado’s participation with their
Department of Environmental Quality? Are they
helping to foot the bill on this? I mean, they
earned a living making this stuff, right? Could
someone explain that?

MR. JENSEN: You’d probably like me to
answer that, wouldn’t you?

As far as I know, there has been a lot
of interaction with them as far as getting good
information on what they sent here. But the INEL is
the Superfund site that’s listed and the Idaho office
here has the responsibility for managing that. So I
guess we’re assuming we’re the same agency and we’re

incurring the costs and requesting funds from
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congress through our department here in Idaho Falls
to do that. But you’re right, a lot of the waste did
come from there.

AUDIENCE: Isn’t there a
cradle-to-grave responsibility in these instances? I
mean, if Colorado generates it, aren’t they somehow
more involved than saying we sent you some nasty
stuff?

MR. JENSEN: Well, I guess we’‘re
looking at it more as Department of Energy’s
responsibility, and we’re both Department of Energy,
so -- I don’t have a better answer than that,

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE: Well, the state of Colorado
or those people had nothing to do with it. It was a
DOE site. The criteria at that time was that
anything that came out of there -- and not only Rocky
Flats, but there are some other places in the
country, tooc -- this was the receiving area, and that
was set up by the government and set up around this
reservation, and that’s why the bulk of the money
that’s coming, or as you call it, the Superfund,
comes here because they have no -- that was the
accepted thing to do with it at the time and that’s

what everybody did.
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Now we’ve got to go back and look at
it, and the only responsibility that the state has in
this is to work with DOE and with the governmental =--
with the federal people to make sure that that is
done properly. So you’ve got no comeback on Colorado
or Rocky Flats or anybody for that particular thing
because you’re getting your money out of the
Superfund to take care of what was done here when it
was legal to do it.

MR. JENSEN: That’s right. I just want
to make one quick correction, though, and that is,
DOE does not get to use Superfund money. We do have
to request our own funds to do this. But other than
that, you’re right.

MR. DAVE HOVLAND: But in essence, the
gentleman’s described the Federal Facility Agreement
which the state EPA and DOE are currently following
now for the Superfund cleanup.

AUDIENCE: Yeah. That agreement says
that there’s other involvement as well, and so it
gets quite complicated, but it makes good reading.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you.

Okay. Any other dquestions?

Okay. It’s getting kind of stuffy in

here. We’ll give you five minutes or so to go get
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some fresh air, and we’ll get set up and give our
court reporter a rest here for a minute and come back
and allow you to give comments.

(Recess taken.)

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Folks, if we could
get going again. I think we just about have everyone
back in here now. We’re going to go into the formal
comment part of our meeting tonight, and this part of
the meeting is a little bit more formal because we
actually have -- we’ll have the court reporter here
taking your comments. We won’t respond to your
comments. This is just your time to give your
comments. We may ask you a brief clarification
question just to make sure we’ve got the comment
correctly, but it’s your time to give a comment if
you‘’d like.

Again, we have the court reporter up
front. If you would please keep your comments to
about five minutes so we can make sure everyone gets
a fair chance. And also, if you could either make
sure you speak very loudly so that the court reporter
can hear you clearly or maybe come forward if you
would like. And would you also please state your
name, and if it‘’s an unusual name, please give her

the spelling so she can spell it correctly for the

36




10

11

12

13

14

15

lé

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

record.
We do have tonight one of our state
representatives with us, Jack Barraclough, and he

said that he would like to give a brief comment. So

we’ll first give him the opportunity, and then if you

would like, we’ll take your comments.

Jack.

MR. BARRACLOUGH: Jack Barraclough,
State Representative, District 29,

This is an interesting project to me
because I first started studying the burial ground
about 30 years ago at the RWMC. And along the
studies, we defined the geology of which they’re
still using and had a feeling for what to do with
this waste that’s been placed there.

In 1980, we looked for organic
contaminants. We looked in the parts per million
range and couldn’t find them. In 1987, they were
detected in the parts per billion range.

The vapor vacuum extraction is a very
exciting project, and it’s one that Dr. Dave Allman
-- about ten years ago, Dr. Dave Allman and I
recommended it, but we had a little bit different
concept where we’d use the natural breathing and

venting by using wells as a short circuit and using
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the changes in barometric pressure as the pump and
then filter the air.

I think the system that they’ve
developed now is superior to our original concept,
except we wanted to introduce cold air during the
winter to freeze what moisture was in there to
prevent downward migration of water carrying
contaminants.

And I think the analysis is good and 1
think the modeling studies are good. And I support
the preferred alternative, and I think it’s probably
the most cost effective and the most dynamic, but I
would suggest that you do seriously consider natural
-« using the changes in barometric pressure as more
cost effective, maybe not now, but in the future.

I’d like to commend the people for the
job they’ve done. Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you, Jack.

Is Reuel here? I didn’t see anyone
that had signed up to give a comment. Was there
anyone who signed that?

MR. SMITH: I’d better check.

MR. JENSEN: 1Is there anyone else who
would like to give a comment tonight?

Yes, sir. Please come forward and give
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your name.

MR. C.E. WHITE: I’m C.E. White, Jr.,
Idaho Falls.

With the way that this will have to be
done over the years, I think that the alternative
that Jack is talking about is going to be the one. 1
just -- I just don’t think that we -- with the
barometric pressure, it’s going to take too many
years to do it. I think it’s going to be a slower
process to do it, Jack. I don‘t know. You may not
agree with me, but I think it’s going to be a lot
slower.

And we will have to -- the government
will have to come up with money every period, every
budget period, to allocate to this. And I think that
if we choose the number two one, which is the pump, I
think we’ve got a good chance of getting it funded
because I think it will work and I think we can prove
it will work. So my comment would be yes, I agree
also that that would be the alternative to accept.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you.

No one signed up, so anyone else?
Would anyone like to give a comment? Going once.

Okay. We’ll conclude this portion of

the meeting, then. Again, remember the comment
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period on this project runs until April 30th, so you
can submit written comments any time between now and
then.

And we’ll just take another quick break
for the Naval Reactors people to set up their
presentation, and then we’ll go through it basically
like we did the first time. Okay. Thank you.

(Recess taken.)

MR. JENSEN: Okay, if we could have
your attention again, we’ll go ahead and get started.

We welcome you to the second half of
the meeting tonight. The second half of the meeting
we’ll be talking about a cleanup project out at the
Naval Reactors Facility.

And before I introduce the speakers on
that, there are a ccuple of ceoncepts that are new
tonight that we’re going to be discussing, so I’d
just like to introduce those very briefly.

The first one is the concept of
presumptive remedies. The Superfund law has been in
effect for over ten years now, and there has been a
real emphasis in the country to spend more money on
actual cleanup and try to spend less on investigation
and studies of the sites rather than actually

cleaning them up. And one of the things that has
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been found now is that on several sites, consistently
the same types of sites are being cleaned up in the
same way. And so the thought is that there are
certain sites that have a presumed remedy. In other
words, for example, tonight we’ll be talking about
landfills. Generally landfills are cleaned up the
same way, so why spend an awful lot of time studying
different cleanup alternatives unless there are some
really unusual circumstances.

The second topic that we’re going to
introduce tonight, and that is formalizing some of
our preliminary investigations. The INEL is into the
third year of our agreement on the cleanup program,
and we started out with about four hundred sites that
we were going to assess, and several of those sites
had different levels of investigation. Some of them
were very preliminary, a small-scale investigation
because the sites were very uncomplicated. And now
we’ve completed several of those, and from now on,
you’ll likely hear, as we come out for these public
meetings, we’ll be letting you know what went on in
those preliminary investigations and formalizing
those discussions and decisions as well in
conjunction with these Records of Decision.

So hopefully you’ll understand those
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concepts a little bit better as the presenters get
into their discussion.

I’'d also like to mention again, we do
have representatives from EPA and the State of Idaho
here with us.

And do you want to say anything in
addition? I think everyone was here.

MS. ENGLISH: No. I think we covered
it last time.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. I’d like to
introduce, then, first Dary Newbry. He’s with the
Naval Reactors Branch of the Department of Energy.
Did I say that right?

MR. DARY NEWBRY: That’s right. Good
enough.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. And then he will
introduce Rick Nieslanik, who will also speak to us
tonight in a couple of minutes.

Dary.

MR. NEWBRY: First of all, I’d like to
welcome everyone here tonight and thank you for
attending this evening. This is the first public
presentation for environmental cleanup that we’ve had
for the Naval Reactors Facility. And throughout the

evening, I’11 be saying Naval Reactors Facility and
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NRF synonymously. NRF is the acronym for Naval
Reactors Facility.

As Nolan mentioned earlier, two items
of investigation we’re going to be covering in our
Proposed Plan this evening, the Industrial Waste
Ditch and historical landfills. Before we get into
the discussion of those areas, I’d like to first give
you sonme background.

The NRF was first established in 1949
as a testing facility for the Navy’s Nuclear
Propulsion Program. Since then, it’s operated for
nearly four and a half decades as a -- as primarily a
testing facility for the Naval Reactors Program and
also to obtain research and development data.

The NRF is located in the central-west
portion of the INEL, which is approximately 54 miles
west of Idaho Falls. It is operated by Westinghouse
Electric Corporation for my office, the Division of
Naval Reactors of the Department of Energy.

The NRF consists of three training
facilities and one research and development
facility. The first training facility, S1W, was
constructed in 1952. It is the first naval nuclear
propulsion plant. It was designed and developed for

the first naval nuclear submarine, the USS Nautilus.
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It operated for nearly four decades. It was shut
down in 1989.

The second training facility
constructed was AlW. It was constructed in 1958. It
was used for the first nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier, which is the USS Enterprise. Al1lW just
recently shut down this past January.

The third training facility, S5G, which
is currently the only operating reactor plant at the
Naval Reactors Facility, was constructed in 1965 and
currently scheduled to be shut down mid next summer.

The fourth facility at NRF is what’s
known as the Expended Core Facility or ECF. Here the
naval nuclear fuel, the spent fuel, is received,
inspected, and they conduct research on that fuel,
support components, and materials.

Over the years, NRF’s population has
ranged from fifteen hundred to three thousand
personnel. Because of that, it’s typical to that of
a small community like Rigby. And being like a small
community, we have those waste streams which are
generated in a small town. And you have waste
streams like sewage wastes, liquid wastes, municipal
landfill wastes, just typical household garbage. And

that’s what brings us to the two areas of
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investigation that we’ll be talking about tonight.

The Industrial Waste Ditch, which this
picture shows right here, we’ve had liquid affluent
discharges to this ditch, and the reason we’re
investigating it is because of past known discharges
of both inorganic and organic constituents. This
ditch was never used for radiocactive waste
discharge. None of the areas we’ll be discussing
tonight were used for radioactivity.

The other area of investigation and of
concern are historical landfills. We had nine
historical landfill sites, suspected historical
landfill sites. We conducted an investigation and
concluded there were only four sites that were actual
landfills, and Rick will get into a further
discussion on that.

And at this time I’d now like to turn
it over to the Waste Area Group manager for
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, Rick Nieslanik.

MR. RICHARD NIESTLANIK: Thanks for
being here. As Dary mentioned, the reactor plants on
site -- S1W, which is located here, AlW, which is
located here, and S5G here -- use cooling water to
remove excess heat from the plant. The cooling water

systems that we use on site simulate the sea water
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cooling that would be used aboard ship. The heat is
dissipated in either cooling basins or cooling
towers.

Excess water from these cooling systems
is collected along with snow and rain runoff and
water softening regeneration sclutions in a network
of piping and open culverts over to the west side of
NRF. The water flows -- this is north -- from east
to west and it’s collected in a culvert that runs
along here. The culvert then discharges to this
ditch.

The ditch is an old streambed. It’s
been in operation since 1953 approximately and has
received these various water streams. In these water
streams have been solutions that contain trace
amounts of things such as chrome, mercury, silver,
0il, and other impurities. Over the life of the
ditch, it’s been periodically dredged to remove the
sediment from the bottom of the ditch to improve the
infiltration of the water and also to increase the
flow.

The ditch is 3.2 miles long. However,
water has historically only flowed in the first two
miles of the ditch. Due to recent reductions in

operations, the water currently flows in only about
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the first mile of the ditch.

The sediments in the bottom of the
ditch and the dredge piles that I mentioned earlier
were the focus of the investigation we conducted on
the ditch. The sampling program ccllected samples
from the dredge pile and from the ditch sediments in
a systematic pattern along the length of the ditch.

We also wanted to characterize the soil
beneath the ditch and to project and estimate the
migration potential of these contaminants away from
those soils and sediments, so a series of boreholes
were drilled in a line perpendicular to the ditch at
several locations along the ditch.

Soil samples were collected at various
steps in each of these holes, and they were analyzed
for soil type as well as contaminants that were in
there. We found that in the first five to eight feet
of the soil beneath the ditch is where the majority
of the contaminants were contained.

We also sampled the groundwater that we
found during drilling operations and also the
groundwater in the Snake River Plain Aquifer.
Analysis of these water bodies showed that the

contaminants were below the drinking water

standards.
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We also projected, using fate and
transport models, what would happen if all of the
contaminants that we found in the dredge piles and
sediments migrated down to the aquifer. That
modeling showed that if all of that -- all those
contaminants migrated, there would be -- the Snake
River Plain Aquifer would still not have any
contaminants above the drinking water standards.

The results of the soil and sediment
sampling identified eight constituents of concern,
things that we felt we needed to investigate
further. They were chrome, mercury, nickel, zinc,
copper, lead, and barium. All of these are
naturally-occurring materials. However, we found
that concentrations of those materials at several
locations in the ditch banks and sediments that were
above what we would expect them to be in the native
soil and undisturbed soils around NRF and elsewhere
on the INEL. Therefore, we carried those
constituents over to our risk assessment.

The risk assessment process defined by
the EPA starts with an estimation of the exposure
that an individual could receive from the
contaminants in the area that you’re considering. Wwe

looked at three different individual receptors. The
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first one is a worker who would work on the banks of
the ditch. The next one were residents, a
residential individual who lived in a house on the
bank of the ditch, and also an agricultural receptor
who grew crops, fruits, and vegetables in the soils
in and around the Industrial Waste Ditch.

Several assumptions have to be made in
order to calculate that exposure. Even though the
area around the ditch is currently not acceptable --
accessible to anyone for building homes or to farm,
we assume that that could happen in the future. And
therefore, we looked at —-- conservatively said that
this house could be built right on the bank of the
ditch, that these dredge piles on the banks could be
spread out and that area could be farmed and fruits
and vegetables and that type of thing could be grown
in that area for these residents to consume. We also
assume that the person would build a house and live
there for thirty years and that, like I said, the
fruits and vegetables were actually grown in this
soil.

We looked at the three main pathways of
exposure, inhalation of dust and vapors, absorption
through the skin due to contact with the soils, and

then ingestion through groundwater, meat and dairy
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products, and fruits and vegetables grown in the
area.

As Nolan menticoned earlier, the
toxicity of those contaminants is categorized as
either being carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic. The
highest carcinogenic risk that we found was one in
seventy thousand, and that’s through an inhalation
pathway of airborne dust coming from the dredge
piles. This one in seventy thousand risk number, as
Nolan mentioned earlier, means that if seventy
thousand people receive this level of exposure, you
would expect to have one additional case of cancer
above the national average.

The noncarcinogenic risk is primarily
due to ingestion of fruits and vegetables grown in
the dredge pile soils on the bank of the ditch.
Hazard index of 1.3 was calculated for that pathway
of growing those fruits and vegetables in the
sediment -- in the dredge piles.

We also calculated a hazard index based
upon growing those fruits and vegetables not
uniformly along the ditch, but in very specific
locations where the concentrations were the highest.
In that case, we had a hazard index of 2.2.

As we discussed earlier, a hazard index
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of one represents with a high degree of certainty
that there will be no adverse health effects due to
that exposure. With the hazard index that we have of
1.3, 2.2, in that range, it’s still not expected that
there would be any hazard -- any adverse effects.
However, the certainty associated with these numbers
are lower.

Therefore, they looked -- the agencies
looked very close at all the conservatism that were
built into these calculations and have made the
assessment that the risks calculated, that the data
gathered from the investigation, result in finding no
reason to proceed with any action. They are
therefore recommending and proposing for your
consideration a No Action alternative for this ditch.

Since we’re discussing a No Action
alternative and the risk assessment and the sampling
indicates that that’s appropriate, a detailed
feasibility study was not conducted and we haven’t
presented any alternatives for your consideration. A
No Action alternative is being proposed.

Before I go on to the next project,
I’11 take some questions on this one.

AUDIENCE: Did you run the cost of what

it would cost to fill the ditch with native soils?
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MR. NIESLANIK: Not a detailed
estimate, but we did --

AUDIENCE: A ballpark?

MR. NIESLANIK: -- do some ballpark
estimates.

MR. NEWBRY: It might not have been
pointed out the ditch is still operational. We‘re
still using that ditch.

MR. NIESLANIK: Right. So to fill it
with native soil would mean we would have to build an
alternate liquid waste facility. So the cost is not
just filling it up, but an alternate facility. So
it’s kind of difficult at this point to put a dellar
value on it.

AUDIENCE: You say that there’s
probably no adverse health effects as far as
noncarcinogenic or carcinogenic risk.

MR. NIESLANIK: Right.

AUDIENCE: Is there any pyretogenous or
any other risks that would --

MR. NIESLANIK: The contaminants that
are identified are primarily metals. And those, the
toxicity of those metals primarily deal with specific
organs that become -- that accumulate those metals.

So my -- and I’'m not the toxicology expert here, but

52




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

my recollection is no. These are all systemic-type
reactions or reactions to accumulation of those
metals.

MR. JEFF FROMM: And the toxicity
values that are used to generate those hazard indices
have -- they’re based on, for each individual
contaminant, different toxicological events or
different types of conditions that these could
cause. But they also include in those numbers
themselves a number of layers of safety factors.

So, for example, they’ll take the
concentration of causes and effect in animals and
then add several orders of magnitude of safety factor
to that to come up with a toxicity number. So I
think, because of that, when we’re around a hazard
index of one or slightly greater than that, it’s not
-- it’s not like the cancer risk range.

MR. NIESLANIK: As an example, these
two risk values are due primarily to mercury
concentrations. The reference dose is what they use
to represent the toxicity of that material. For
mercury, we used the reference dose for methyl
mercury, which is a particular form cof mercury, the
most toxic form of mercury. The published safety

factor or uncertainty factor associated with that is
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one thousand. Couple that with the fact that the

mercury probably isn’t one hundred percent methyl

mercury, only a portion of it is, so those are the
layers of safety factors that are built into this

number already.

MR. NEWBRY: If you missed the
introduction earlier, that was Jeff Fromm with the
State of Idaho, a toxicologist for the State of
Idaho.

MR. NIESLANIK: Any more questions on
the ditch? If not, I’1ll proceed to the next portion,
which is talking about the landfills.

MR. JENSEN: And by the way, we will
have another question-and-answer period afterwards if
you think of some gquestions while they’re doing the
other part of the presentation.

MR. NIESLANIK: The second
investigation that I want to talk about tonight
centers around some landfill areas around NRF. There
were nine areas originally identified as potential
landfill areas.

During the initial investigation, the
screening of these areas, five of the -- five of
these areas were identified to contain no buried

waste. They were surface debris or staging areas or
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things that really had nothing buried there. So
those, the agencies are proposing no action.

There were four sites that were given
more detailed investigation. Following the
investigation, one additional site was identified as
requiring no action based upon the sampling results.

Nolan mentioned earlier the concept of
a presumptive remedy. I want to talk about that and
the investigation, and understand that that
investigation centered on only these sites. These
others, like I say, are recommended for no further
action.

The presumptive remedy for landfills is
based upon a study that the EPA did where they took a
random sampling of all of the municipal waste
landfills that were on the national priority 1list,
and they looked at what remedies were selected for
that random sampling. And they found that every
single one of those used a containment of the wastes
in place with some type of cover.

The problem with investigating a
landfill is that it’s very difficult to characterize
what’s buried there. If you sample in a particular
location, you may hit something like a cleaning

agent. That’s not necessarily representative of what
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you might find somewhere else.

The landfills at NRF are very similar
to landfills you’ll find anywhere in the country.
They contain the same types of waste, cleaning
agents, kitchen waste, paint waste, construction
debris, scrap metal, paper waste, and household and
industrial chemicals.

Based upon a record search -« rather
than sampling the actual contents of the landfill,
NRF went off and did a record search. Records were
not kept of what was actually put into each of these
landfills. These were operated from the early ’‘50s
through 1970. Records were not necessarily kept.
However, records were kept from 1970 on for wastes
that were shipped down to the Central Facilities Area
landfill.

Based upon those records, NRF projected
what they think probably went into each of these
landfills. Based upon that, they did some risk
calculations, but that’s not the primary driver for
determining an action. The presumptive remedy
concept is you use previously selected remedies to
help guide you in selecting the next remedy along
with site specific data that was collected.

The sampling and the investigation that
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was done at each of these areas was primarily geared
at determining the boundaries of these areas, and
also we took soil gas samples which allowed us to get
a general qualitative idea of the types of organic
contaminants that were there. Some of the other
contaminants were estimated based upon this record
search.

Within the context of the presumptive
remedy, three alternatives were selected for detailed
evaluation. A No Action alternative, which in this
case consisted of leaving the landfill contents in
place, accepting the existing cover that’s there, and
performing no sampling or monitoring.

The second alternative was a
containment with a native soil cover, the landfill
contents left in place, native soil cover and native
vegetation placed over the landfill, groundwater and
s0il gas monitoring for an extended period,
surveying, fencing, and land use restrictions, and
the estimated cost for this is $2 million.

The third alternative is very similar
to the second alternative except for the cover 1is now
an engineered clay cover. Contents of the landfill
are still left in place. The groundwater and soil

gas monitoring is the same. The surveying, fencing,
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land use restrictions are the same. The estimated
cost for this one is $7.5 million.

As we were doing the evaluation of
these alternatives, we established remedial action
objectives, those things that we wanted to be able to
make sure that the selected alternative met. They
included protecting or isolating the area from future
access because we don’t really know what’s in here,
so we want to prevent access to that area in the
future. Reducing the mobility of the contents of
this, preventing it from migrating to the aquifer and
protection of the aquifer.

These two alternatives meet those
objectives. This one does not. This one was
eliminated. These two both meet it. They both
reduce the mobility with the cover, they both have
land use restrictions to prevent access in the
future, and they both monitor the groundwater and the
soil gases so that we can protect the aquifer,
protect people who might come in the area from the
vapors that come off the landfill.

Alternative 2 is the proposed
alternative based primarily upon the cost
difference. Since both of these are acceptable, the

lower cost alternative has been proposed.
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That pretty much covers the details of
the landfill investigation and the proposed
alternatives there. I want to recap briefly to make
sure everybody’s clear.

There are two separate actions here.
One is the Industrial Waste Ditch. There, the
agencies are proposing no action based upon the risk
assessment and the sampling.

The other one is the landfill areas.
Oon this one, they’re proposing no action on six of
the nine sites and they’re proposing a native cover
on the other three sites, and that is based upon the
presumptive remedy concept which is using the
remedies selected and proven at other locations to
help us select the remedy we would like to implement
here.

Now I’d like to open it up for
questions.

AUDIENCE: In considering number two
with your native soil cover, Dr. Tom Hackason, I
believe is his name, from Los Alamos, has included a
bio-barrier with gravel to prevent animals from
digging into the so0il cover. Did your alternative
consider something of that nature? By putting large

gravel, a couple feet of large gravel, over the
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native soil cover, it helps in wind erosion and it
helps to prevent burrowing animals which can reach
the cover, and I wondered if you had considered that.

MR. NIESLANIK: We have not looked at
that. oOur next step in the process is to go through
the Record of Decision process and then to the
detailed design of the cover. We haven’t gotten into
the details of that. We do have guidelines in the
regulations that talk about the permeability of that
cover, but we haven’t gotten into the details of the
design, and that’s something we’ll look at in the
design phase.

AUDIENCE: There’s a study from Hanford
that has a similar recommendation too.

MR. NIESLANIK: I appreciate that.
We’ll look into those as part of the design.

We’ve got one back here first.

AUDIENCE: C.E. White again. I don’t
know whether we’re doing this on there or not.

But I happen to have owned a ranch in
Nevada which had very similar native soil to this.
And I know exactly what Jack’s talking about with the
rodents. We never were successful in keeping rodents
out by just putting native cover.

And the other thing is that I believe
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with what native cover I’ve run across out on the
site, it is pretty absorptive. There’s nothing in
that native soil which you can really bind without
adding something that would keep snowmelt or whatever
from going down and penetrating. I don’t think it’s
any different than some of the others. 5o I guess
I’m concerned about using number two alternate.

MR. NIESLANIK: I‘d like to address two
things relative to that. One is native soil and the
regulations that define the permeability ranges that
that native soil cover have to meet. Off the top of
my head, I can’t quote those, but the regulations do
define a permeability of this cover.

Also, the design of the cover itself
will be geared to control that runoff. We’re
fortunate that this area is a very dry climate, but
they do get large, short-term precipitation events.

So the cover again will be designed to
channel and control that runoff away from the
contents themselves and out and away.

Also, the permeability of some native
soils do fit the criteria established in the state
regulations of acceptable cover, and that will be
again factored into the design phase of that cover.

AUDIENCE: I know we used to have to
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add bentonite to our native soil to get a shield to
cover over anything that we were trying to do like
that. And I guess it might depend on where you got
your soil from on the site, but a lot of what I‘ve
seen there, it would sure give me the quivers.

MR. NIESLANIK: There are lots of
different types of soil on the site. What you
commonly see is a loess cover over a very sandy
alluvium just below that. There are also areas in
some of the lower areas where there’s a higher clay
content and a much less permeable soil.

AUDIENCE: You’ve got the ditches out
there. You’ve got some clay in the bottom, you know,
those depressions. There is clay there if you went
and got your native soil out of there.

MR. NIESLANIK: And we have looked at
that and the cost estimates. We have looked at
hauling soil from anywhere on the site.

AUDIENCE: From anywhere on the site.

MR. NIESLANIK: And we’ll go find soil
that meets the permeability requirements specified in
the requlations.

AUDIENCE: Well, then, what you’re
really indicating, then, is a cross between

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 because we’re going
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to have some sort of clay-like nature of the soil in
the native soil cover.

MR. NIESLANIK: It’s -- I hate to say
it will be a clay-like nature. Again, I get back to
the concept of applicable and relevant appropriate
requirements. We’ve identified the relevant and
appropriate requirements for a cover design. State
regulations do define guidelines, as well as do the
federal regulations, on what the cover should be.

And it’s based on permeability, not necessarily on
the clay content. They go hand in hand, I understand
that, but we will do tests on the soil to ensure that
the permeability of this cover meets those
regulations.

AUDIENCE: I think you’‘ve definitely
got to consider the rodents. I don’t know how much
consideration you’ve given to it, but that is a
definite problem anywhere in that type of an area.
And I know it’s out there because there’s lots of
rodents out there, and they can really go down.

MR. NIESLANIK: This area right here is
a landfill area. 1It’s -- the last waste was placed
in this landfill in 1965, did we say, based on
records and interviews and that.

Currently there’s quite a bit of cover

63




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

in this area. It’s not designed, it’s not
contoured. But as part of our sampling, we tried to
figure out how much cover there is there, and it’s
somewhere in the neighborhood of four feet. We see
very little rodent activity in this area. You go
right over here where all this grass is and you see
lots of it because there’s something there for them
to eat.

Yes, we understand that there are
rodents and we have to deal with that.

AUDIENCE: And when you go outside of
the plant area and go out for like 53 or whatever up
there where you’ve got less disturbing of their
movements, I think you’re going to see more there
too.

MR. NIESLANIK: That will be taken into
account. Thank you.

MR. NEWBRY: Part of the remedial
design which calls for monitoring will also call for
going out and annually inspecting the area, seeing if
there is a problem with erosion or rodents carrying
away the garbage, and that can be addressed in the
future. We’re not going to go put the cap on it and
walk away from it.

MR. SONDRUP: You say some of the soils
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fit the permeability criteria. Is that an
undisturbed permeability measurement?

MR. NIESLANIK: I don’t think the
regulations are that specific that they say
undisturbed permeability. Our intent is to take
samples, test the permeability, and then select the
proper soil.

MR. SONDRUP: Because when you take up
soil and you place it on the land, the permeability
of the disturbed sediment is going to be much greater
than a sample that’s been sitting there.

AUDIENCE: By definition, a soil cover
has to be disturbed, so the criteria on the
permeability of the existing cap is determined by the
compaction and the layering and the mineral diameter
and mineral content of the native soil.

MR. NIESLANIK: So it’s an installed
permeability. Let me clarify that.

Any other comments? Questions, I
should say.

MR. WHITE: On the ditch, I certainly
couldn’t take any issue with what you’ve said on the
ditch. I’ve seen that ditch over the past years.

And with the analyzation of what you’ve gotten out of

it, I certainly think your no action remedy or
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whatever you want to call it would be the appropriate
one. I can’t see where it would disturb anything in

the future. That stuff will eventually go on its way
anyway. And so I would agree with that.

MR. JENSEN: It sounds like we’re
getting into the comment part of the meeting.

MR. WHITE: Well, I thought we were.
I'm sorry.

MR. NEWBRY: Shall we keep going right
into it?

MR. JENSEN: 1Is everyone willing to go
right -- do we have any more questions, or shall we
go right to the comment, the formal comment part?

MR. WHITE: My comment I already did
for both items, and she was typing merrily away.

MR. JENSEN: Did you get his name to go
with that, then?

THE COURT REPORTER: Yes.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Can we go ahead,
then, and start the formal comment period?

And, Jack, you said you’d like to give
a comment.

MR. BARRACLOUGH: In looking first at
the waste ditch, the way these systems operate -- I’m

Representative Jack Barraclough, District 29.

66




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The way these systems operate is that
when you put water in the ditch, most of it seeps in
the ground. A little bit evaporates, usually ten
percent or less evaporates. Most of it infiltrates
into the ground, goes down through the sand, gravel,
silt, and clay down to the top of the basalt.

And while basalt in itself is highly
permeable, some of the most permeable rocks anywhere
in the country, the top of the basalt usually spreads
the water out, contrary to your drawing which was
incorrect. But it spreads the water out, and the
perched water’s above the basalt, not in the top of
the basalt.

It spreads it out, which is a really
good system because the sediments, as the water moves
through, removes a lot of the contaminants. And then
it spreads out and seeps down in much smaller
quantities and then can be perched on other sediment
beds within the basalt beds. And each one of these
helps remove contaminants. And so the system has a
lot of natural cleanup just during the operation of
it.

And then the fact that the aquifer is
like 365 feet below there is a long ways with a lot

of these processes to attenuate the waste. And then
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the monitoring that we’ve done over the past 30 years
in the Snake River Plain Aquifer below NRF has only
shown plumes of sodium and chloride principally and a
little bit of nitrate at times, so it doesn’t show
any of the heavy metals. And so the system as has
operated over the years, you already have the
conclusion that there’s not many contaminants going
down.

And I carried a deal in the legislature
this year that to my knowledge is the first in Idaho
that introduces the fact that risk is a very wviable
thing in looking at any contaminants. We’ll never be
able to afford to clean up all the waste to what
Lewis and Clark would have found had they drilled a
well there. But we need to spend our money wisely
and always factor in what is the risk to humans with
these contaminants.

And so I strongly support the No Action
alternative with the waste ditch. And then when NRF
is ever closed, I would use some native materials and
£ill it in.

on the landfills, I did mention the
bio-barrier, and the very best landfill at all is
something that has a geomembrane and then about six

feet of material on it so that the -- and then the
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gravel soil cover for burrowing animals so that the
water can infiltrate the cap, be held at a time until
evaporation removes all the water, and you actually
can -- and that’s how caliche is formed. So you
actually make the soil cover less permeable with time
by natural processes.

But the -- in my judgment, the amount
of risk from the contaminants in the landfills and
the relatively small amount of water infiltrating is
never going to be an insult to the aquifer. So I
really support your preferred alternative on that, on
the landfills.

And again, I think your analysis is
very good because -- basically because it confirms my
preconceived notion.

MR. WHITE: Jack, are you trying to say
don’t confuse me, my mind’s made up?

MR. JENSEN: Would anyone else like to
submit a comment now?

Okay. We’ll close the comment peried,
then. And just again, I‘’d like to remind you again
that you can submit written comments through the end
of the comment period.

MR. NEWBRY: May 1l2th.

MR. JENSEN: Through May 12th. So we’d

69




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

welcome you to do that. And if you have any other
questions, I’m sure folks will be milling around for
a few minutes here afterwards and you can talk to
them more if you would like.

With that, thank you again for coming,

and we’ll let you go get fresh air.

(The proceedings concluded at

8:25 p.m.)
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BOISE, IDAHO, WEDNESDAY, APRIL 20, 1994, 6:40 P.M.

MR. NOLAN JENSEN: I’d like to welcome
you all to our public meeting tonight. And first of
all, my name is Nolan Jensen. I work for the
Department of Energy in Idaho Falls, and I’ll be
acting as a facilitator tonight for our meeting.

Our meeting really has two purposes.
One is, as you can see, to provide information on the
work that we’re doing in the INEL environmental
restoration program or the cleanup program, and the
other purpose for our meeting tonight is to give an
opportunity to citizens who would like to comment on
the work that we’re doing. So those are the two
basic reasons for us being here tonight, and we are
very appreciative of you coming.

We have two projects that we’ll be
discussing tonight, and our meeting will almost be
divided into two completely separate meetings. The
first one, we’ll be talking about a project called
Organic Contamination in the Vvadose Zone. That’s at
the Radiocactive Waste Management Complex. I know

that’s a lot of words, but our presenters will
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explain more what that is when that time comes. And
the other one is the Industrial Waste Ditch and
Landfills at the Naval Reactors Facility. That’ll be
the second part of the meeting.

Also as an aside, we are in the process
of going around the state doing semiannual briefings,
and that is where twice a year we go out and just
give people an update on where all of the different
projects are that we’re working on. And there is
information -- there’s a Citizen’s Guide over on the
table, and that explains pretty much the wheole
program, a general outline and summary of the whole
program.

The other thing I would like to mention
is the Naval Reactors Facility, we’ll be discussing
one particular project tonight, but they are also in
the middle of a public comment period on two removal
actions. And removal actions are small-scale cleanup
activities that are ongoing, and we’d just like to
also mention that there is a fact sheet regarding
those if you’re interested in that. And our
presenters will be around after the meeting if you’d
like to talk about those projects as well.

Okay. Again, I said our meeting will

be in two parts, and the way that we will operate is
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we’ll have -- we’ll start out with a little
presentation about the project, and then -- that’ll
last about ten or fifteen minutes, and then we will
have a question-and-answer period so you can ask any
question you want. We would ask you -- during the
presentation, you can ask clarifying questions.
We’ll try to keep it very informal just so that we
can move on. If you have any in-depth questions,
maybe save those until after. After the
gquestion-and-answer period, we’ll take a real short
break, and then we’ll come back and open a formal
comment period, and that’s the time where we would
just accept comments.

We have a court reporter here tonight,
and she will be recording both the proceedings of the
meeting and the comment periecd. So if you speak,
please speak loudly enough that she can understand.
If we're answering guestions or whatever, if you’d
please speak clearly and loud so she can hear.

Also, I’d like to introduce a couple
of people now. The Department of Enerqgy is in a --
we work under a Federal Facility Agreement, and
there are three agencies that are working on that
agreement together. The Department of Energy is one

of them, of course. The other is the Environmental
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Protection Agency. And the third is the Department
of -- Idaho Department of Health and Welfare. And we
have representatives from both of those agencies with
us tonight as well.

So I’d like to turn just a minute over
to Linda Meyer here from the Environmental Protection
Agency and Margie English from the Department of
Health and Welfare just to say a couple of words.

MS. LINDA MEYER: I guess as Nolan
said, I’m Linda Meyer with the Environmental
Protection Agency. And for those -- I see there’s
some new faces here. And for those of you that
aren’t familiar with the process that we go through,
you may wonder why there’s all these groups of people
involved.

Sc just to give you some background,
the Federal Facility Agreement is a result of the
INEL being on the Superfund list or the National
Priority List. And because of that, they’re guided
by rules, the rules that are established under the
federal, I guess, realm. The agreement was signed by
the three agencies in 1990 and establishes --

MR. JENSEN: ‘91, I think.

MS. MEYER: -- identifies all the sites

and establishes a schedule for cleanup of those sites
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and investigation. And we get together with DOE and
the State and reach an agreement on how we’re going
to investigate the sites, what seems to be the
problems, and come to this -- this is kind of almost
the end point where we reach a proposal for what we
think needs to be done.

And at this point, we ask for your
input. And this is our recommendation. We concur
with the proposals presented here, but we’re still --
it’s still open. We’re looking for your input, if
these are good decisions and good use of federal
money. And after your input, we put together a
Record of Decision that lists the specific details
and requlations we’ll follow.

So we’re looking for your input
tonight. If you have comments on any of these
proposals, we hope to hear from you. Thanks for
coming, too.

MS. MARGIE ENGLISH: I‘’m the Waste Area
Group manager for the State of Idaho working on the
Naval Reactors Facility you’ll hear about tonight.

I also want to take an opportunity to
introduce a couple other members of our State team
that are here tonight. There’s Dean Nygard in the

back. He’s the State Federal Facility manager for
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the entire INEL program. We have Dave Hovland, who's
the remedial tech supervisor, and he’s helped quite a
bit as far as coordinating evaluations of the sites.
And Jeff Fromm, who is a toxicologist, and he has
helped evaluate these sites from a risk prospective.
And Gary Winter, who is a hydrogeclogist, and has
helped evaluate groundwater issues regarding the
sites.

On behalf of myself and my colleagues,
I would really like to welcome you here tonight.
We’re very glad that you’re here. Echoing what Linda
said, the State also encourages the public
participation process,

And the three agencies have worked very
hard over the past year to evaluate these sites and,
as Linda said, the alternatives that are presented
tonight are the ones that are currently favored by
the three agencies. However, the actual decision for
remediating these sites has not been made and it will
not be made until after the public comment perioed
closes some point later than that. And we really
would take any comments that you would make and use
them to help reach that remedial decision which, as
Linda said, will eventually be formalized in a Record

of Decision.
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So again, I want to again thank you for
coming and encourage you to ask any questions that
you may have tonight and offer any comments regarding
the sites that you’ll hear about. Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: Thanks, Margie.

Just a couple of other gquick things. I
don’t know if you saw this, but also, each of these
projects has a Proposed Plan to explain the project.
Those are on the table. And we’re in the middle of a
30-day public comment period on each of those
projects. And the last page of the Proposed Plan has
a preaddressed, postage paid comment sheet. So any
time during that period, you can submit comments on
these projects, and the comments will be addressed in
a -- it’s called a Responsiveness Summary, which is a
written document that explains how the agencies have
responded and taken your comments into consideration
as they have finalized the decision. So any time
during the period, you’re welcome to submit a
comment.

Also, one other thing. If there are
any -- again, we’d like to keep this fairly informal,
believe it or not, so if you have questions on any
topic related to the INEL, even though our presenters

tonight will be speaking about specific projects --
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we don’t have people here who know everything about
what goes on at INEL, but Reuel Smith, who is the guy
cutside the door there, if you have questions on
anything going on there, please feel free to talk to
him and he’ll get you in touch with someone who can
answer your questions. We also have an INEL outreach
office here in Boise, and they’re more than happy to
get you information or answer questions that you
might have.

So now before we introduce our first
subject tonight, our first project, there are just a
couple of things I wanted to cover with you. If any
of you have ever been involved with the cleanup
process, especially under the law that we commonly
call Superfund, we talk a lot about risk, risk
assessment, and use those terms. 1It’s kind of an
abstract topic. We use risk =-- we evaluate the risk
that these sites pose so we know if they need to be
cleaned up, and we also evaluate the best cleanup
alternatives to reduce that risk.

And when we talk about risk, tonight
I’d 1like to introduce this chart, and hopefully it
will help the presenters to explain the work that
they have done on these projects better.

When we talk about risk, we generally

10
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talk about two types of risk. The first is
carcinogenic risk, and carcinogenic risk is basically
contaminants or chemicals that are cancer-causing
agents or thought to be cancer-causing. And what has
-- what the Environmental Protection Agency has done
is established a risk level that they deem to be
acceptable, and that level is shown on the chart
here. 1It’s between one in ten thousand and one in
one million.

And what that basically means is, if
we’re at this level right here, if we had ten
thousand people who were exposed to the environment
that we are studying, if ten thousand people were
exposed to that, we would expect that cne of those
people would contract cancer above the national
average. So that’s what that -- that’s what that
range means. So anything from here on down basically
means that we’re within the acceptable range. Above
that, we’re exceeding the acceptable range.

The other type of risk that we talk
about is the noncarcinogenic. That’s the other
health effects, chemicals that might cause nerve
damage, organ damage like liver or kidney damage,
things likes that. Those are the types of risks that

we talk about on this side of the chart.
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We express it a little bit
differently. 1It’s expressed in terms of a hazard
index, and the hazard index is essentially an
evaluation of certainty. And there’s a hazard index
of one that’s established, and that represents a
level at which, if you’re below a hazard index of
one, there’s a high degree of certainty that no one,
even sensitive populations like little children, if
we’re below that, they wouldn’t even likely have that
health effect. As we increase over one, then our
surety that those health effects won’t happen
decreases. 8So as we increase over one, we have to be
more careful about our assessment. And tonight as
the presenters talk about risk, they will explain
that in terms of these charts, so I hope that will
give you a little bit of an introduction.

Is there any questions about anything
I’ve said tonight before we --

AUDIENCE: 1I‘’ve got a guestion.

MR. JENSEN: Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE: You know about this risk
factor here, don‘t you tie that into a time frame?
In other words, if you say nobody gets killed one out
of ten thousand, within ten seconds, nobody gets

hurt, you know. But if you say that the time frame
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is over a hundred years, that’s another story. So
could you kind of go over that part?

MR. JENSEN: When they -~ when the
presenters talk about the projects tonight, they will
explain the different scenarios that they went
through to evaluate the risk. And you’re right.

It’s evaluated under, for example, a current
situation or what if someone lived there fifty years
in the future or a hundred years in the future. Aand
they will explain that to you as we get into the
projects.

AUDIENCE: Okay.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. With that, I’m
going to introduce our first presenters tonight. And
we have Patti Kroupa here from the Department of
Energy, who is the project manager on the DOE site
for this first project, and Amy Lientz from EG&G, who
is also one of the technical project managers. So
I’11 turn the time over to Patti now.

MS. PATTI KROUPA: Thank you, Nolan.

I'm going to talk a little bit about
the INEL, the Idaho National Engineering Lab, give
you some history on it, the disposal that occurred,
and then Amy will talk a little bit about -- we just

finished a remedial investigation, and she’ll go

13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

ahead and talk about that and the risk assessment,
and then I will finish up with a discussion of our
feasibility study and the remedial alternatives that
we looked at in our recommendation for cleanup.

So I’m sure all of you are aware that
the Idaho National Engineering Lab is located about
50 miles west of Idaho Falls. The area that we’re
talking about tonight is in the southwestern portion
of the site called the Radiocactive Waste Management
Complex. And the State of Idaho has primary
oversight responsibility for this Waste Area Group.
There are several different projects going on.

When we talk about organic
contamination in the vadose zone, what we’re talking
about is a subsurface contamination problem. The
vadose zone is the area that covers from -- this is
an aerial photograph of the Radicactive Waste
Management Complex. It’s an 88-acre facility.

And the vadose zone is the ground
surface all the way down to the water table, which is
about 580 feet. 1It’s primarily composed of basalt
and volcanic material. I brought a sample to show
people because it’s very unique geologic material.
And so this is the area that we’re actually trying to

do the remediation in, so I’11 go ahead and pass that
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around. It’s kind of heavy.

And then there are two interbeds. One
is at the 110-foot level and one is at the 240-foot
level. And we know through our investigations that
these act as confining layers to migration of the
contaminants. Maybe we’ll talk a little bit more
about that. And this interbed material is composed
of sandy silts and sand and clays.

From about 1966 to 1970, we received
wastes at this complex, primarily solvents,
degreasers, things like carbon tetrachloride,
chloroform. And over time -- they were packed in
containers or drums, and over time -- this was at the
active disposal area. It’s no longer active. But in
these pits here, primarily these drums went into it,
and over time we know that they have failed and we
have migration of contaminants.

And so Amy will fill you in on that
extent of the migration.

MS. AMY LIENTZ: In August of 1991, we
initiated the remedial investigation. And the
purpose of that was to determine the nature and the
extent of the contamination within the vadose zone
here. And so through extensive sampling events,

which included sampling of the groundwater, perched
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water, soils, wvapor, air, we determined that
primarily the contamination was concentrated within
this area here. This is right above the 110-foot
interbed that Patti was referring to.

The results also indicated that the
contamination is moving laterally across the interbed
and vertically, vertically meaning up and down but
primarily downward. And as it’s moving downward,
it’s being slowed by these interbeds. So currently
right now, the contamination that’s in the agquifer is
below federal and state drinking water standards.

We have five contaminants of concern.
And that includes carbon tetrachloride, which is a
contaminant typically found in solvents and paint
thinners, and we als¢c have contaminants that are
typically found in used oils and degreasing agents,
and that includes 1,1,1-tricholoroethane,
tetrachloroethylene, and trichloroethylene.

In addition to the sampling that we
conducted during the remedial investigation, we also
conducted a treatability study. And we conducted a
treatability study on a technology called vapor
extraction, which is somewhat depicted here. This is
-- we knew that vapor extraction would work real

well -- works very well at other sites with similar
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contamination problems, but what we did not know was
would it work in our unique subsurface
characteristics at the INEL and would it work at
extracting those four contaminants of concern.

So last summer, from March to about
August, we conducted the -- a large part of that
study with an extraction well through the heart of
the contaminatiocn here. It worked very
successfully. But in addition to telling us that it
would work successfully at the INEL, we also found
out a lot more about the nature and the
characteristics of our vapor plume that you see
here.

So with that data and the data that we
also gathered during the sampling events, we went on
to a fate and transport modeling stage. And a fate
and transport model is a computer-simulated program
that helps us determine what our peak concentration
levels are, in our case, to the atmosphere and to the
groundwater.

The results of that modeling showed
that our contaminants to the atmosphere have already
peaked and have since decreased with time, but our
contaminants to the aquifer, if no action is taken,

will peak in approximately 77 years. And the
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contaminant that will peak in the highest
concentration is carbon tetrachloride, and carbon
tetrachloride will peak at 125 parts per billion, and
the maximum concentration level for the federal and
state drinking water standard is five parts per
billion.

With our fate and transport modeling
results, we then went on to a risk assessment which
Nolan alluded to earlier. And a risk assessment
helps us determine what the current and the potential
risks are to human health. And we looked at several
time frames from 1992 until the year 2121, and we
loocked at three different locations.

We looked at the location at 200
meters, which is right at the Subsurface Disposal
Area boundary, we looked at 500 meters just off the
side of the Subsurface Disposal Area, and 5,200
meters, and this location is considered the INEL
southern boundary.

So we looked at those three locations
and we looked at an individual engaged in two
different types of activities. We looked at a worker
and a resident.

For a worker, we assumed that the

worker would be working in the Subsurface Disposal
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Area for the next one hundred years. And during
those hundred years, the Department of Energy would
be operating and maintaining that site so there would
be certain controls and restrictions in place that
would prevent or inhibit the use of contaminated
groundwater. So therefore, you see fewer pathways
associated with these two -- with the worker. The
pathway is inhalation of organic contaminants from
the groundwater through the vadose zone to the
individual while the individual’s both indoors and
outdoors.

Now, for a resident, we assumed that
they could be potentially living at the 5,200-meter
location right now. Although there are no
individuals currently living there, we assume that
they could be living there. And after a hundred
years, they could be living anywhere in this site,
but the Department of Energy wouldn’t be having those
controls and restrictions in place that would prevent
the contamination -- use of contamination of
groundwater. Sc therefore, we see more pathways
associated with the resident. The primary pathways
are inhalation of vapors, dermal contact like skin
contact, and ingestion, direct ingestion of

contaminated groundwater while an individual’s
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indoors or outdoors.

So with that, what are risks to the
worker and to a resident. I’11 keep this here for
now. That’s fine.

We’ll go back to Nolan’s story board
here and one right here. For a worker again at the
200-meter location through the pathway of use of --
of inhalation of contaminated vapors, we showed a
carcinogenic risk -- I’m going to grab a couple
arrows to help demonstrate where they fell -- we did
show a carcinogenic risk, but it fell within the
acceptable range at six in one hundred thousand. We
did show a noncarcinogenic hazard index that fell
above that acceptable level of one, and it fell at
two for a worker.

Now, for a resident either at the
200-meter location or at the 500-meter location,
through the pathway of use of contaminated
groundwater during the time period after that control
period, after one hundred years, we did show a
carcincgenic risk posed to that worker -- or that
resident at two in ten thousand, which falls just
above the acceptable risk range right there, and we
showed a hazard index that ranged -- depending on the

time frame and the location of that resident, it
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ranged from three to seven, with the maximum just
falling at seven just right about there.

Now, for a resident that’s at the
5,200-meter location that could be potentially living
there now or after the 100-year control period, we
also showed a carcinogenic risk through the pathway
of use of contaminated groundwater. And that
carcinogenic risk was the same for the other resident
at two in ten thousand, and there was a hazard index
that was slightly lower for that resident at five.

So in summary of the risks, we did show
a risk to a worker and to a resident if there is no
action taken. 8So with that, we knew we had to
evaluate certain alternatives that would minimize
that risk.

And that’s the wrong slide here. 1’11
keep that one up there.

We had to look at certain alternatives
that, like I said, would minimize that risk and that
would be to either extract and treat those
contaminants or destroy those contaminants in place
or contain those contaminants in place.

So with that, I’m going to turn it back
to Patti Kroupa to explain to you what those

alternatives are.
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Did you have a question, ma’am?

AUDIENCE: You say destroy them. How
do you destroy them?

MS. LIENTZ: She’ll explain that real
shortly coming up.

MS. KROUPA: During the feasibility
study, we developed several alternatives, and they
were screened out based on criteria such as
effectiveness, implementability, protectiveness,
cost. And we came down to four that were carried
through a detailed evaluation.

The first one was where you would
simply not do anything. You would -- there would be
no attempt to extract or treat. You would simply
monitor the soil and the groundwater over time, and
the contaminants would remain in place and continue
to migrate at the rate that they’re migrating at a
cost of $4.1 million.

The second alternative would be where
you would put a cap over the entire 88 acres of the
Subsurface Disposal Area and the contaminants would
remain in place. However, this would stop
infiltration, but since the contaminants are already
in the subsurface, they would continue to migrate.

And the cost of that is $43.3 million.
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The next alternative, which is our
recommendation, is that the organic vapors be
physically removed and treated and that this would be
a phased approach based on the complexity of the
system -- I’11 talk about that a little bit in a
little bit -- where we would look at phasing the
system out in six years. And this is the first
phase, which is a two-year phase, at a cost of $12 to
$32.4 million.

Then the next alternative is basically
an enhancement of Alternative 2 where you would use
radio frequency heating to enhance the volatilization
of the organics and theoretically you could extract
more. And the cost of that was $60 million.

As I said, we’re looking at a two-year
phase. What we’re proposing to do is in the areas
where we know from the investigation our sources, we
would put in five new extraction wells that would go
down to the 240-foot interbed, and then we would put
in ten new monitoring wells in areas around here so
we could look at monitoring the effectiveness of the
system.

What we would do is we would physically
extract the vapors. They’d come up through the

extraction well, and we’re looking at catalytic
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oxidation. We’d like to meet the 99 percent
efficiency removal rate, and catalytic oxidation has
been demonstrated to do that. When we were in
Pocatello, we found someone that had quite a success
with it with gasoline cleanup at the Pocatello
airport.

This would be a flexible remedial
alternative. Right now we think we can clean it up
in two years, but we’d actually have to go the two
years, do some monitoring, and see how effective we
are. Aand it’s going to be either a two-, four-, or
six-year project. We could look at things like
venting, passive venting. If we’ve gotten the heart
of the plume out, we might consider passive venting
as a way to remediate the rest of the plume. That
might be something. So we want to maintain
flexibility.

Yes.

AUDIENCE: Two questions. One would be
with the extraction well and the monitoring wells,
would they have the potential for increasing
migration to the lower levels of these or other
contaminants?

MS. KROUPA: We don’t think that they

do. Through our treatability study results, we were
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able to seal off the zones so that we could isolate
zones and figure out where along this system which is
the highest zone of contamination and then seal it
off with a well capper and then extract from there.

AUDIENCE: My other question would be,
do the organic solvents affect migration of
radionuclides that are existing there?

MS. KROUPA: We have not encountered
any radionuclide migration. In other words, when we
turned this extraction system on, we haven’t pulled
up any radionuclides at all.

So as Nolan said, we’re looking at a
comment pericd that will run through April 30th, and
then we’re hoping to enter into an agreement and a
Record of Decision, as Linda mentioned, with all of
the agencies that are involved by November and remove
-- start the remedial design and construction
phase. So I’11 turn it back to Neolan for questions.

AUDIENCE: I have a question. We
talked about -- you talked about dollars and
different alternatives. You didn’t talk about
people. If you do nothing and spend $4.1 million,
how many people do you expect to kill or will die?

MS. KROUPA: Probably no one.

AUDIENCE: Then what’s the difference
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between $4.1 million and %40 million if no one’s
going to die in either case?

MS. LIENTZ: Well, there still is a
risk associated. If we take no action, the risk
range is a lot higher. So the potential of somebody
contracting cancer if no action is taken, because
we’ll be contaminating the groundwater approximately
in 77 years, that risk is increased, so there is a
potential still there if we do not take any action.

MR. JENSEN: Before -- I want to say
one thing. We’re going to open it up formally for
lots of questions now and you can ask questions, but
I wanted to note that if you do ask a question, both
the askers and the answerers -- we have some other
project people -- please speak loud enough that the
court reporter can hear you.

And also I wanted to note that when
we’re done with the question-and-answer period, then
we’ll have a formal comment period. And during that
time, that’s a time for you to give statements or
comments if you’d like and there will be no responses
during that time. So just again to remind you how
the flow of this will go. So go ahead and ask your
questions.

AUDIENCE: Yes. Have there been
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similar studies done in other countries who are
experiencing this same type of problem that you
could, you know, compare their results with our
results -- or your results? Excuse me.

MS. KROUPA: Yeah. Vapor vacuum
extraction has been used. 1It’s a common technology,
and I know that it’s been used widely in the United
States as well as overseas.

AUDIENCE: I am in favor of saving the
planet.

MS. LIENTZ: Right.

AUDIENCE: I don’t have a problem with
that. EPA has a guideline or a chart that they use,
dollars spent for lives saved, that they publish all
the time. I saw one recently where it said that the
landfills and -- not INEL, but landfills generally,
were a $30 billion problem, and they expected that by
spending this $30 billion over the next ten years,
they’d save five lives, okay, whereas, something I
know about, radon causes -- kills twenty to forty
thousand pecple a year. EPA’s number, not mine. It
costs $50 million to clean the problem up, and you do
not spend a dollar on it. I don’t know what we’re
getting for our money.

MS. KROUPA: Do you want to talk about
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the National Priorities List or --

THE WITNESS: Well, I just -- no. No,
I really don’t. I'm just saying we’ve got one action
-- no action is $4.1 million, and if you don‘t do
that, no one will die, she says. And you’ve got
another action that’s $40 million plus, and if you do
that, five in ten thousand -- or six in ten thousand
will die. What are we getting for our money? I
mean, how many of those six people are going to get
hit by a bus on the way to work instead of dying from
cancer?

AUDIENCE: ©Or will their cancer be the
result of smoking cigarettes?

AUDIENCE: There you go. I just don’t
know what we’re getting for our money.

MS. LIENTZ: The only thing I wanted to
add is if the contamination does get to the
groundwater and exceeds the maximum concentration
levels, the cost of a pump-and-treat option to
extract that from the groundwater is a much higher
level of cost than what you see for our preferred
alternative extracting it from the vadose zone. And
the statement that no one will die, well, we don’t
know that.

AUDIENCE: We don’t know.
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MS. LIENTZ: Right.

AUDIENCE: Neither, ma‘’am, do we know
that 75 years from now, the technology will have
improved sufficiently to make the pump-and-treat
option altogether more economically feasible.

MS. LIENTZ: The other thing I wanted
to add was that with the preferred alternative, the
one good thing about -- a couple good things about
that, but it is a phased alternative, so you’re not
already dedicating the highest amount that you see
there. You’re starting at a smaller amount of $12
million, and if for some reason that there are more
costs that you need to add to enhance the system,
then more costs can be added. But the phased
approach is a very cost effective approach.

AUDIENCE: 1Is that -- so the decision
you’re making now is the $12 million decision, not
the $60 million?

MS. LIENTZ: Our preferred alternative
is $12 million, but that’s not =-- that’s why we’re
here today.

AUDIENCE: That’s for two years.

MS. LIENTZ: Right.

AUDIENCE: So that’s the question. Are

you making a $12 million decision now or the $32
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million decision now?

MS. KROUPA: The twelve.

AUDIENCE: So you’d have to do this
again to go for the four years and six years?

MS. LIENTZ: We have a lot of
confidence that $12 million in a two-year time frame
will do the trick.

AUDIENCE: Okay. And then I‘’l1 ask the
question again. How many lives are you going to save
spending $12 million?

MS. LIENTZ: The potential there is
still there. We’ll be hopefully getting back into
this risk range if we are -~ if we implement the
preferred alternative, we’ll be dropping into this
risk range here by extracting a certain number of --

AUDIENCE: I don‘t want to be
argumentative, but she just said that if you do
nothing, nobody’s going to die.

MS. KROUPA: I should retract that. I
mean, we --

AUDIENCE: She said probably.

AUDIENCE: Probably.

MS. KROUPA: Probably.

AUDIENCE: I’'m sorry.

MR. JENSEN: We’re talking about risks.
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AUDIENCE: Okay. So do we have an
EPA-defined risk guideline on number zero? Did you
develop a risk on that?

MS. LIENTZ: Yeah. This.

AUDIENCE: If you did nothing?

MS. LIENTZ: If we did nothing, those
arrows there.

AUDIENCE: Six in ten thousand.

MS. LIENTZ: Two in ten thousand.

AUDIENCE: Two in ten thousand, so --

MS. LIENTZ: Six in a hundred thousand.

AUDIENCE: Six in a hundred thousand.
Two in ten thousand. Okay. My problem.

So that’s $14 million. That’s $7
million apiece. That’s also --

MR. JENSEN: Wait just a second.
Please, if you have comments, that’s great, but just
recognize that we would like to hear those comments
during our comment period too.

AUDIENCE: I didn’t mean it to be a
comment. I was Jjust curious.

MR. JENSEN: This first, and then you,
and then in the back.

Ma’am, yes.

AUDIENCE: I was just wondering how
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much groundwater contamination do you expect even if
you do do the vapor extraction?

MS. LIENTZ: I know the answer. Do you
want me to go?

MS. KROUPA: Go ahead.

MS. LIENTZ: If we do the vapor
extraction technology, we will have still
contamination within the groundwater, but it will be
below the maximum concentration. So it still would
be below the state and federal drinking water
standards if we take action.

AUDIENCE: Amy, is that what your
premodeling suggests that we would have -- how many
years was it?

MS. LIENTZ: Excuse me? The modeling,
results of the modeling?

AUDIENCE: 1Is that premodeling that
gave you those calculated results of X amount of
years you’ll have groundwater contamination?

MS. LIENTZ: Right.

AUDIENCE: So possibly you may not
either, even though your modeling suggests it. If
you get in a two-year project, you may not get any.

MS. LIENTZ: I think I might have Jeff

Sondrup, who happens to be here from EG&G -- he’s the

32




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

person that did the fate and transport modeling.

MR. REUEL SMITH: Could you first
identify what the question is that Jeff will be
addressing just again?

AUDIENCE: Does your premodeling
suggest for sure that you will have contamination,
what was it, 70 years? What did she say? I didn’t
hear the number of years.

MR. SONDRUP: I’m not sure what you
mean by premodeling.

AUDIENCE: Well, from the data you
have. You don’t have any groundwater contamination
now, correct?

MR. SONDRUP: Well, we have
contamination.

AUDIENCE: O©Oh, you do.

MR. SONDRUP: 1It’s below drinking water
standards.

AUDIENCE: But it’s below standards?

MR. SONDRUP: Yes. The vapors and the
contaminants have reached the aquifer.

AUDIENCE: ©h, I see. I didn’t catch
that.

MR. SONDRUP: We are detecting them in

groundwater. And what the modeling results show, if
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we do nothing, the bulk of the contamination will
continue to move outward and downward and at sometime
in the future reach the aquifer and continue to enter
the aquifer such that the contamination in the
groundwater will exceed those federal drinking water
standards in the future.

AUDIENCE: Okay. So your modeling
suggests that the MCL levels will go above five?

MR. SONDRUP: Yes. We predict that it
will peak near the SDA at approximately 125 parts per
billion, which is 25 times drinking water standards.

AUDIENCE: That’s with no action?

MR. SONDRUP: Correct.

MR. JENSEN: Sir, did you get your
question answered?

And then in the back.

AUDIENCE: I wanted to make a point
following his statements that this is a resource as
well. The No Action alternative is not just cost of
lives, but it’s the cost for the loss of a resocurce.
Now, he and I are of similar age, and ecologically
we’re done for, so it doesn’t matter.

But I don’t know about him, but I have
some grandchildren that I‘’d like to be able to

participate in some of these resources.
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MR. JENSEN: Thank you. I wish you’d
save those for the comment period or repeat them.

Yes, sir.

AUDIENCE: Is there any idea what
percentage of the original organic solvents that were
dumped or otherwise entered the ground, what
percentage will be recovered through the vapor vacuum
extraction process?

MR. SONDRUP: Do you want me to go
ahead?

MS. LIENTZ: Yeah, go ahead. That'’s
fine.

MR. SONDRUP: ©Of the original amount
buried in the SDA, modeling results show that most of
it has been vented or at least the atmosphere by the
vapor migrating up to the surface to the air. And,
therefore, once in the vadose zone, it’s just a
fraction of the original inventory. Therefore, we
have estimated that we need to reduce the
concentrations in the vadose zone at approximately
the 110-foot level where the bulk of the
contamination exists now to I believe about --

MR. CHRIS HAMEL: Twenty to sixty parts
per million.

MR. SONDRUP: -- 20 to 60 parts per
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million. And if we do that, if we reduce it to that
level, then our modeling results show that whatever
contamination does reach the agquifer will not cause
concentrations in the groundwater to exceed drinking
water standards.

MR. JENSEN: Any other questions?

AUDIENCE: I have one.

MR. JENSEN: Please.

AUDIENCE: Where’s the first place
starting from the point of the well, okay, going in
any direction -- or excuse me -- going downstream in
the aquifer, where’s the first place that there’s a
potable water well that draws out of that aquifer and
what would the particulate count be there in 70
years?

MR. JENSEN: I don’t know if this helps
at all, Jeff.

AUDIENCE: I mean, is Twin Falls the
first place they have a well?

MR. SONDRUP: You want to know where
the first groundwater well is that supplies drinking
water?

AUDIENCE: Yeah. And what would the
particulate level be there in 70 years if you did

nothing?
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MR. SONDRUP: I don’t know where the
nearest well is at the -~ I know that it’s not on the
INEL. I’m talking about downgradient. There are
wells upgradient or upstream of the SDA facility
where they pump groundwater.

AUDIENCE: That wouldn’t make any
difference, would it?

MR. SONDRUP: That’s right. So
downgradient, the nearest one would have to be off
site right now. And so far, the contamination has
not reached there. It’s predicted, though, in one of
our alternatives, if there was a well at the site
boundary --

AUDIENCE: 65,200 meters.

MR. SONDRUP: That’s correct -- that we
would exceed a safe risk base level. And then the
other alternative was that after a hundred years or
after the institutional control period, we assume
that it’s possible someone could come on site and put
a drinking water well anywhere on the site or right
near the most contaminated area.

AUDIENCE: I was going to say
something, but it was a comment so I’1ll save it for

later.

So that I understand, the answer to
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both questions are the EPA doesn’t know? Is that the
right answer?

MR. SONDRUP: I think we know where the
nearest --

AUDIENCE: You don’t know where a well
is and you don’t know what the particulate --

MR. SONDRUP: I think we know, but I
don’t know persocnally.

MS. LIENTZ: We don’t have it off the
top of our heads, but I would ask you to please make
that comment for the record because we will get back
to you answers on that.

AUDIENCE: Okay. So I‘ve got to ask
that again?

MS. LIENTZ: Sure. Yeah, we’d like you
to.

AUDIENCE: What’s the K value of that
system?

MR. JENSEN: K value. Go ahead. Pick
your contentment.

AUDIENCE: How many feet per day?

MR. SONDRUP: Of the --

AUDIENCE: On the compliance system.

MS. MEYER: Would you define K value?

AUDIENCE: Transfacility, how fast it
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goes through the -- how fast it goes, the water.

MR. SONDRUP: Are you talking about the
groundwater? Under the SDA, it’s about four to seven
feet per day.

AUDIENCE: That’s pretty fast.

MR. SONDRUP: Which is quite fast.

AUDIENCE: Although at Hanford, we had
a thousand at some places.

MR. SONDRUP: You‘re close to the
river.

MR. JENSEN: Any other guestions? By
the way, these ~~ we’ll go now into our formal
comment period. But after the comment period is
over, while the other team is setting up for the
other project, these folks will be here and you can
talk to them ocne-on-one if you’d like, so we’d like
you to take the opportunity.

AUDIENCE: 1Is this the formal comment
period?

MR. JENSEN: Let’s just wait a minute.
Any more questions first before we --

AUDIENCE: This gentleman’s been trying
to ask a question.

MR. JENSEN: Sure.

AUDIENCE: Well, the question came up a
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while ago what percentage of it’s been recovered, but
not all those drums that have been put in there
leaked.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Did you hear that?

AUDIENCE: So maybe only one percent
leaked or maybe a tenth of a percent leaked.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Did you hear that,
Jeff?

MR. SONDRUP: Yeah. I’d like to
address that. The comment was that not all of the
drums buried in the SDA that contain the organics
have deteriorated to the point that they could leak
or the contaminants could be released from those
drums.

We have done several what we call drum
retrieval studies at the SDA, and we’ve exhumed or
dug up drums that have been buried for six years, ten
years, twenty years, and we’ve examined the condition
and the percentage of drums that remain intact and
the percentage that have deteriorated. Our numbers
show that after about twenty years, approximately 80
percent of the drums have deteriorated in some
fashion. Either they’re completely deteriorated and
corroded or they may have small holes or leaks.

So what that indicates -- and let me
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say that these contaminants have been buried for over
twenty years. It’s going on almost thirty years
since these were placed in there, so it’s safe to
assume or we assume that at least 80 percent or 90
percent of the drums have deteriorated and released
their contents or part of their contents into the
ground.

Does that answer your question?

And so what we’re addressing are those
contaminants that have escaped, which we feel
comfortable is the bulk of the contamination.

MR. JENSEN: Does anyone need to take a
break before we go to the comment period?

Okay. If you would please, then, as we
go into this comment period, will you please stand
and either speak very loudly or come up to the front
so the court reporter can hear you, and would you
please state your name so that we are sure when we do
the Responsiveness Summary, we can make sure -- you
can make sure that the comment that you gave is being
addressed appropriately.

So we’ll go ahead and open our comment
period now. Again, we won’t be responding. We’ll
just let you give any statement you would like. I

would ask you please to keep it to five minutes or
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less so everyone can have a turn. And do we have any
state legislators or anyone here? Did anyone sign
up?

Okay. We’ll just -- perhaps if we
could just have you raise your hands and I‘’1l1l pick
you and we’ll have you just take turns and give your
conments, then.

We’re excited to have interest. Don’t
be shy.

MR. BOB BELVEAL: Well, I’1l1 start. My
name’s Bob Belveal. For the rest of you, I'm a
native of Idaho, and I went to reactor school out
there.

It doesn’t -- it decesn’t make sense to
me for you folks to stand up here and justify
spending my tax dollars doing this for the purpose of
saving lives when you don’t know where the lives are
that you’re impacting. I don’t think you’ve done
your homework.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you.

Yes, ma‘’am.

MS. NICOLE LEFAVOUR: My name’s Nicole
LeFavour. And I’m concerned that possibly the money
being spent is perhaps -- I guess I should phrase

this better. Perhaps you’re being cautious with the
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money you’re spending, and I guess I just want to
make sure that there isn’t the possibility that you
need to do perhaps the $59 million treatment. I hope
that you will err on the side of the cautious. And I
think it looks good.

MR. JENSEN: Yes, sir.

MR. JOHN ANDERSON: I‘m John Anderson.
I’'m a local consultant from Beocise, and I'm also an
Idaho native. Not from Boise, however. I’m a
vandal, if that makes any difference.

I really feel that your vapor
extraction is a correct method. I’m very familiar
with vapor extraction and this is probably as cheap
-- you’re going to get the best bang for your dollar
right there.

MR. JENSEN: Anyone else? Don’t be
shy.

Yes, sir.

MR. FRITZ BJORNSEN: Fritz Bjornsen,
Boise. I guess my concern would be simply that
during the process, all care be taken that the
monitoring wells and the vapor vacuum extraction well
be properly capped and monitored to prevent increased
migration both of the solvents and potentially other

problems -- other things existing in the soil at the
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RWMC that might find an easy pathway to the aquifer
through the wells that are being dug.

MR. JENSEN: Thank you. Anyone else?
Going once.

Yes, sir.

MR. WALT HAMSON: It looks to me like
you’ve done a pretty thorough job.

MR. JENSEN: Could yocu state your name
first, please?

MR. HAMSON: Walt Hamson, resident of
Boise at this time. And it looks like there’s a lot
of thorough work done here. But we all know that
when we get into all these theories and calculations
and all, that can change over time.

Personally, it seems to me that the
preferred alternative looks pretty reasonable, as
long as you hold kind of close to that twelve instead
of the thirty-two.

MR. JENSEN: Anyone else?

Okay. Let me just say cone thing. And
please remember, if I could borrow this, this
particular project, the comment period ends on April
30th. Is that correct?

So if you have any other comments you

want to submit in writing, again, remember you can do
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so on this comment page.

So one last time, any other comments
before we close?

Okay. Thank you. We’re going to take
a short break now while the Naval Reactors team sets
up their presentation. So you can either get a drink
of water or get a breath of fresh air, whatever you’d
like. Feel free.

{Recess taken.)

MR. JENSEN: Okay. We’re going to
start on the second project tonight, and we’ll go
through it very similar to what we did the first
one. However, you have to listen to me for just
another two minutes.

There are a couple of new concepts that
we’ll be introducing tonight in conjunction with the
Naval Reactors Facility discussion. The first of
those is the concept of presumptive remedies. And
what that term means is that we’ve been now a little
over ten years, ten to fourteen years since the
Superfund law’s been in effect. And what has been
found is that similar types of sites very commonly
end up being cleaned up the same way.

And in the interest of spending fewer

dollars on studying, sampling, and assessing and
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characterizing sites, and in the interest of moving
those dollars to actual cleanup, one of the concepts
that the Environmental Protection Agency has come up
with is that of -- when a certain kind of site is
generally cleaned up the same way every time, unless
there’s something very unusual about that site, it
makes sense to move right to that cleanup. And so
that’s a concept that we’ll be talking about
tonight.

The other is, this is also our third
year that we’ve been working under the Federal
Facility Agreement at INEL. And when we started, we
had 400 sites approximately that we were going to
assess at INEL. We’ve gone through I think about
h